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When a c arrier p erforms a n  8 00 database q uery and translates the 8 00 number 

into a POTS number (as described in my testimony on Issue 10a above), it routes that 

POTS number to the POTS interconnection trunks for completion to the terminating 

carrier. The originating camer is then expected to deliver an end user billing record to 

the terminating carrier so that the 800 customer can be billed for the terminating usage. 

In addition, the originating carrier bills originating access to the terminating carrier. In 

the event that these billing records are not provided, the terminating carrier is unable to 

bill its 800 customer and is therefore relieved of its obligation to compensate the 

originating carrier. The Parties have agreed to this exchange of end user billing records 

1193 

1194 

1195 

1196 

1197 

1198 

1199 

1200 

1201 

1202 under Section 21.9.2. 

1203 Q. 
1204 IN SECTION 21.9.3? 

1205 A. 

1206 

1207 

1208 

1209 

1210 

WHAT IS SBC ILLINOIS’ OBJECTION TO AT&T’s PROPOSED LANGUAGE 

Since the Parties have agreed under Section 21.9.4 that the terminating carrier will 

compensate the originating carrier for 800 service traffic, it is redundant to also state 

under Section 21.9.3 that the terminating carrier will not bill the originating carrier to 

terminate the call. I am not aware of any service whereby the originating carrier and the 

terminating carrier bill each other for the same usage. Aside from being inconsistent with 

either called party pays or calling party pays principles, it would be nonsensical. 

1211 

1212 

1213 

1214 

1215 

Furthermore, AT&T’s language fails to address the circumstance under which the 

originating carrier fails to supply the required hilling records to the terminating carrier. 

In this instance, because a terminating 800 call that has heen translated to a POTS 

number is delivered to the terminating carrier over the POTS interconnection trunks as a 

POTS call, there is no way for the terminating carrier to recognize this call as an 800 call 
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in order to suppress billing. AT&T’s witness Karen Moore implies that it is the 

terminating camer that has the responsibility to identify 800 traffic it receives and supply 

a report to the originating carrier. In reality, the opposite is true. As I stated, unless the 

originating carrier supplies detailed call records to the terminating camer, the terminating 

camer has no knowledge that it has even received an 800 call. 

1216 

1217 

1218 

1219 

1220 

1221 Q. HOW SHOULD THE COMMISSION RULE ON ISSUE lo? 

1222 A. 

1223 

1224 

1225 

1226 

1227 

SBC Illinois has proposed language in Sections 21.9.1 and 21.9.4 that is consistent with 

industry practice regarding intercarrier compensation for 800 service traffic. In contrast, 

AT&T seeks to redefine how such traffic is handled based on location of the end users. 

In addition, AT&T’s proposed language in Section 21.9.3 regarding billing suppression is 

unnecessary and should be rejected. The Commission should support industry standard 

intercarrier compensation by adopting SBC Illinois’ language and rejecting AT&T’s 

1228 ISSUE 11: Should AT&T Be Able To Charge An Access Rate Higher Than The 
1229 

1230 (Intercarrier Compensation Section 21.12.1) 

1231 Q. WHAT IS THE DISPUTE REGARDING RATES FOR INTRALATA TOLL 
1232 CALLS? 

1233 A. 

1234 

1235 

1236 

1237 

1238 

1239 

Incumbent Without A Cost Study? 

The Parties have agreed in Section 21.12.1 to charge each other for termination of 

intraLATA toll calls in accordance with each Party’s access tariffs, as opposed to local 

reciprocal compensation. SBC Illinois has proposed additional language that would not 

permit AT&T to charge SBC Illinois intercanier intraLATA toll rates greater than the 

rates SBC Illinois’ charges AT&T. AT&T objects to SBC Illinois’ proposed language 

and contends that each carrier’s tariff should apply, even if the switched access rates are 

asymmetrical. The question is whether, for the intraLATA toll traffic described in 
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Section 21.12.1, AT&T should charge SBC Illinois AT&T’s unsupported switched 

access rate, or whether AT&T’s rate should be limited to SBC Illinois’ switched access 

rate, which has been filed by SBC Illinois with supporting costs and is subject to review 

1240 

1241 

1242 

1243 by this Commi~sion.~’ 

1244 

1245 

1246 

1247 

AT&T also disputes SBC Illinois’ language in Section 21.12.1 limiting common 

transport and tandem switching rate elements to those circumstances where a Party’s 

tandem is used to terminate traffic. This language directly relates to the dispute regarding 

Section 21.4 and is addressed in Craig Mindell’s testimony under Issue 8b. 

1248 Q. IN TESTIMONY, AT&T’s WITNESS (RHINEHART) STATES IN RESPONSE 
1249 TO 428 THAT ACCESS RATES A R E  BEYOND THE SCOPE OF THIS 
1250 AGREEMENT. HOW DO YOU RESPOND? 

1251 A. I find that contention bizarre. Intercarrier Compensation Section 21.12.1, in agreed 

1252 language, already governs the access rates the parties will pay each other for these calls - 

1253 it says each party will charge the other i ts  tariffed access rates. T he only question i s 

1254 whether the rates AT&T is going to charge under that agreed provision will be capped. 

1255 Having agreed to an interconnection agreement provision that will govern the access rates 

1256 each party charges the other, AT&T can hardly assert that the subject is off limits for this 

1257 arbitration. 

1258 Q. WHY IS SBC ILLINOIS’ PROPOSED LANGUAGE FAIR? 

1259 A. AT&T’s access rates bear no substantiated relationship to its costs. In contrast, SBC 

1260 Illinois’ switched access rates and supporting costs sustain careful scrutiny before being 

Interim Order, ICC Case No. 02-0427 (Dec. 11, 2002), at 11 41 
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adopted by the Commission. SBC Illinois’ access rates serves as a reasonable proxy for 

AT&T in absence of any cost support supplied by AT&T itself. 

Moreover, AT&T will enjoy the benefit of charging SBC Illinois local reciprocal 

compensation based on the presumption that AT&T’s rate for transporting and 

terminating local traffic mirrors SBC Illinois’ local rate.42 As a matter of fundamental 

fairness and sound policy, and given AT&T’s acceptance of symmetrical rates for local 

traffic, AT&T should not be permitted to charge SBC Illinois for intraLATA toll calls at 

rates any greater than SBC Illinois’ tariffed switched access rates. 

HOW HAS THE COMMISSION ADDRESSED THIS ISSUE BEFORE? 

This very issue was raised in the TDS Metrocom (“TDS”) arbitration, ICC Docket 

No. 01-0338, under Issue No. 26 (TDS-112). The question posed was “What process and 

rate should apply when Ameritech is the mandatory Primary Toll Carrier (“PTC”),” and 

the Commission found in SBC Illinois’ favor. 

The Commission’s decision is that TDS should charge Amentech’s 
tariffed rates for terminating access when Ameritech is the primary 
toll camer until TDS is able to document its actual costs for 
terminating that toll traffic.43 

The same issue was raised under Issue No. 27 (TDS-I 19) concerning intrastate 

intraLATA toll service traffic. Both Parties relied on their positions under the PTC issue 

I reference above. The Commission concluded, “that Ameritech’s language should be 

The Parties agree that reciprocal compensation rates shall be symmetrical under Section 21.4. 

Arbitration Decision, Case No. 01-0338 (Aug. 8,2001), at 50. 

42 

43 
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adopted, with the additional language that a party may offer a showing that its rates are 

cost based as suggested by TDS.”44 
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1283 Q. 

1284 A. 
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1292 Q. 

1293 A. 
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1297 
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1299 

1300 

WHY IS AT&T’s PROPOSAL UNREASONABLE? 

AT&T is asking the Commission to require SBC Illinois to pay AT&T at access rates that 

are unsupported by any costs. AT&T has set its access rates at whatever levels it chose, 

and is free to change those rates at any time. Under AT&T’s proposed language, SBC 

Illinois must deliver intraLATA toll calls to AT&T’s customers at whatever rates AT&T 

is permitted to charge under its tariff for IXCs. Yet SBC Illinois does not have the same 

option IXCs have to discontinue providing service to AT&T. Given that AT&T has no 

cost support for its access rates, and considering that SBC Illinois has no choice but to 

deliver intraLATA toll calls to AT&T, AT&T’s request is unreasonable. 

WHY IS SBC ILLINOIS’ PROPOSAL LOGICAL? 

There is a compelling logic to SBC Illinois’ proposal. Under the FCC’s rules, SBC 

Illinois pays AT&T reciprocal compensation for local traffic at rates equal to the rates 

that SBC Illinois charges AT&T for terminating AT&T’s local-originated traffic. 

(47 C.F.R. 5 51.711.) The principal rationale for Rule 51.711 is that SBC Illinois’ costs 

for transporting and terminating local traffic are a reasonable proxy for AT&T’s costs for 

performing the same h n ~ t i o n s . ~ ~  That same rationale, applied to intraLATA toll traffic, 

leads to the conclusion that SBC Illinois’ tariffed switched access rates are a reasonable 

proxy for the rates that AT&T should charge SBC Illinois for performing the same 

Id. at 51. 

First Report and Order at 7 1085. 

$1 
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service. Symmetrical compensation is consistent with the FCC’s principle that like 

traffic should be compensated at like rates. Indeed, as the FCC has explained, it is the 

CLECs themselves that have advocated this principle on the theory that rate symmetry “is 

needed to ensure efficient competition” and “will lead to economically efficient 

outcomes.7746 

1301 

1302 

1303 

1304 

1305 

1306 Q. 
1307 

1308 A. 

1309 

1310 

1311 

1312 

1313 

1314 

1315 Q. 
1316 
1317 

1318 A. 

1319 

1320 

1321 

WHY DO YOU THINK THAT AT&T WANTS COMPENSATION AT 
ASYMMETRICAL RATES? 

I am not privileged to AT&T’s business plan, but on the surface it appears that AT&T 

may attempt to game the process by charging a higher rate than SBC Illinois would 

charge. While AT&T may have tariffed its rates, there is no cost basis for these rates 

because AT&T does not have to file its costs. There is no reason to think that AT&T’s 

costs are higher than SBC Illinois’. Moreover, the FCC has explained that “incumbent 

LECs’ costs . . . serve as reasonable proxies for other carriers’ costs of transport and 

termination for the purpose of reciprocal c om pens at ion.'^^ 

WHY ISN’T IT MORE APPROPRIATE FOR THE CARRIERS TO 
COMPENSATE ONE ANOTHER FOR TOLL CALLS DIRECTLY OUT OF 
THEIR EXCHANGE ACCESS TARIFFS? 

For one thing, such compensation would be inconsistent with the principle of rate 

symmetry noted above. For another, the FCC has made it quite clear that exchange 

access tariffs are appropriate where three carriers ~ including an IXC - collaborate to 

complete a call, not where two parties do so. Thus, for example, the FCC stated that 

Id. at 1074-1075. 

Id. at 7 1088. 

46 

41 
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“[aJccess charges were developed to address a situation in which three carriers - 

typically, the originating LEC, the IXC, and the terminating LEC - collaborate to 

complete a long-distance call.”48 “By contrast,” the FCC continued, “reciprocal 

compensation for transport and termination of calls is intended for a situation in which 

two camers collaborate to complete a local call.”49 

1322 

1323 

1324 

1325 

1326 

1327 Q. BUT DIDN’T THE FCC MAKE THOSE COMMENTS IN CONNECTION WITH 
1328 ITS HOLDING THAT RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION IS CONFINED TO 
1329 “LOCAL” TRAFFIC? 

1330 A. 

1331 

1332 

1333 

Yes. However, the Parties plainly can agree to provide reciprocal compensation for non- 

local traffic. By the same token, the Commission may require AT&T to exchange 

intraLATA traffic with SBC Illinois at symmetrical rates. As the FCC has found, and as 

the CLECs themselves have argued, that is the efficient result. 

1334 Q. 
1335 IXCS? 

1336 A. 

1337 

1338 

1339 

1340 

1341 

HAS THE FCC ADDRESSED CLEC ACCESS RATES WITH RESPECT TO 

The FCC addressed reform of access charges imposed by CLECs in its Seventh Report 

and Order, FCC 01-0146, In the Mutter of Access Charge Reform; Reform of Access 

Charges Imposed by Competitive Local Exchange Caniers, 16 FCC Rcd. 9923 (April 27, 

2001) (“CLEC Access Reform Order”). And while this Order specifically addresses 

CLECs’ interstate access charges, the FCC’s rationale represents sound logic that is 

pertinent to the intraLATA toll rate at issue here. 

First Report and Order at 7 1034. 

Id. 

48 

49 
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BRIEFLY SUMMARIZE THE FCC’s CONCLUSIONS IN THE CLEC ACCESS 
REFORM ORDER. 

The FCC recognized that CLECs’ interstate access charges were, in many cases, far in 

excess of the ILECs’ rates, and likely shifted an inappropriate share of the carriers’ costs 

to the IXCs.5” To avoid rate shock to the CLECs while rectifying this anomaly, the FCC 

instituted a three-year transition period with decreasing rate caps each year until the end 

of the third year, at which point the CLECs’ rates could not exceed the rates of the 

relevant ILECS.~’ CLECs are permitted to negotiate higher rates with IXCs, but in the 

event they cannot reach agreement, the FCC’s benchmark rate will prevail.” 

ARE THE FCC’s BENCHMARK RATES APPROPRIATE PROXIES FOR 
AT&T’s RATES? 

No, they are not. The FCC’s benchmark rates reflect a composite of all components of 

the interstate access rate structure, while ILEC to CLEC termination charges are 

generally limited to rate elements specific to intraLATA toll traffic exchanged between 

two local exchange carriers. 

SINCE THE FCC’s BENCHMARKS SHOULD NOT BE APPLIED FOR 
PURPOSES OF THIS AGREEMENT, HOW IS THE FCC’s CLEC ACCESS 
REFORM ORDER RELEVANT? 

The CLEC Access Reform Order is not controlling in this case. What is relevant here is 

the rationale used by the FCC in reaching its conclusions. CLECs’ access rates often 

unfairly shift the burden of their costs to other carriers. That is true regardless of the 

CLEC Access Reform Order at 7 22 

Id. at 51-52. 

Id. at 7 3. 

50 

51 
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carriers involved, whether IXC or ILEC. And the FCC plainly recognizes that the 

ILECs’ rates are a reasonable proxy for CLECs. Importantly, the FCC concluded that 

CLECs may, in fact, negotiate access rates that are higher than the ILECs’ rates, but if 

both carriers don’t agree, the ILECs’ rates prevail. 

1363 

1364 

1365 

1366 

1367 Q. HOW SHOULD THE COMMISSION RESOLVE THIS ISSUE? 

1368 A. 

1369 

1370 

1371 

1372 

AT&T is seeking to establish intraLATA toll terminating rates that are higher than SBC 

Illinois’ and that can increase during the life of the agreement without SBC Illinois’ 

consent or meaningful Commission oversight. The Commission denied a similar request 

from TDS and should likewise deny AT&T’s request. The Commission should adopt 

SBC Illinois’ proposed language in Section 21.12.1. 

1373 ISSUE12: Should Combined Traffic On The Feature Group D Trunks Be 
1374 Jurisdictionally Allocated For Compensation Purposes? 

1375 (Intercarrier Compensation Section 21.15.2) 

1376 Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THIS ISSUE. 

1377 A. 

1378 

1379 

1380 

1381 

1382 

1383 

1384 

1385 

In Section 21.15.2, AT&T (the CLEC) has proposed language that would allow either 

Party to combine originating local and intraLATA toll traffic with interexchange access 

traffic on an IXC’s Feature Group D (“FG-D’) exchange access trunks, and to report to 

the other Party the factors necessary for proper billing of such combined traffic. 

Presumably, AT&T i s r efemng to  i ts  own IXC affiliate (“AT&T IXC”), b ut does not 

make that clear in its proposed language. Since SBC Illinois does not believe it is 

appropriate and therefore has no intention of delivering local and intraLATA toll traffic 

destined for AT&T’s end users over SBC Long Distance’s (“SBC-LD’) IXC trunks, 

AT&T proposes a unilateral arrangement for its sole benefit 
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The Telco objects to this language in that it: i) is in conflict with agreed-to 

methods for exchanging local and intraLATA toll traffic between the Parties’ end users; 

ii) imposes language affecting SBC Illinois’ arrangement with IXCs; iii) exposes SBC 

Illinois to avoidable billing disputes; and iv) is a step backwards, in that it is a less 

accurate manner for carriers to account for the traffic that they exchange. 

1386 

1387 

1388 

1389 

1390 

1391 Q. 
1392 

1393 A. 

1394 

1395 

1396 

1397 

1398 

1399 

1400 

1401 

1402 

1403 Q. 
1404 

1405 A. 

1406 

1407 

1408 

PLEASE COMMENT ON ATBrT’s DESCRIPTION OF THIS ISSUE IN 
TESTIMONY. 

AT&T has proposed a methodology to jurisdictionalize traffic on an E C ’ s  FG-D trunks 

obtained from SBC Illinois. In testimony describing this issue at Q200, AT&T’s 

witnesses (Finney-Schell-Talbott) claim that without AT&T’s proposed methodology, 

AT&T will be “required to have separate trunk groups for interLATA and intraLATA 

traffic, which is not an efficient or cost-effective arrangement.” Well that is precisely the 

arrangement AT&T has already agreed to in Articles 4 and 5 - separate trunks groups for 

intrastate and interstate traffic. AT&T seems to forget that this interconnection 

agreement is between SBC Illinois and AT&T the CLEC, not AT&T operating as an 

IXC. AT&T the IXC is a separate legal entity and is not a party to this interconnection 

agreement. 

PLEASE EXPLAIN IN GREATER DETAIL WHAT AT&T IS REQUESTING IN 
ITS PROPOSED LANGUAGE. 

Essentially, AT&T wants to carry local and intraLATA toll traffic exchanged between 

the Parties’ end users on the same trunk group as AT&T IXC’s intrastate and interstate 

access traffic. This traffic would be carried on FG-D trunks, and for billing purposes, 

would be identified as either local or intraLATA toll by the use factors (expressed in 
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percentages) provided by the party that originates such traffic. The Party terminating the 

traffic would render a bill to the originating Party. 
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1435 

To provide a simple analogy, the terminating Party (SBC Illinois) would make 

available multiple types of ice cream (e.g., regular, premium, and frozen yogurt) to the 

originating Party (AT&T). After consuming the ice cream, the originating Party (AT&T) 

would tell the terminating Party (SBC Illinois) how much of each type of ice cream it had 

consumed. The interesting aspect of AT&T’s language, continuing with this analogy, is 

that SBC Illinois does not have the capability within its current systems to determine 

what amount of each type of ice cream AT&T has consumed, and would therefore have 

to rely on AT&T to provide the billing factors that would be used to apply the appropriate 

rate for each type of ice cream consumed. 

Q. 

A. 

HOW IS TRAFFIC IS EXCHANGED BETWEEN THE PARTIES TODAY? 

Currently, as is the case with other CLECs with which SBC Illinois is interconnected, 

traffic is separated in accordance with the provisions contained within the Parties’ 

interconnection agreement. This traffic is exchanged over various trunk groups, which 

allows for the proper routing, accounting and billing of traffic between the Parties. 

Specifically, the three main categories of traffic exchanged between AT&T and SBC 

Illinois are: 

Local and intraLATA toll traffic. This traffic is exchanged between the 
Parties over one-way Plain Old Telephone Service (“POTS”) trunks. For 
traffic terminating to an SBC Illinois end user, SBC Illinois records this 
traffic and through a mechanized program, determines whether the traffic 
is local or intraLATA toll in nature. Once determined, and based on the 
Parties’ interconnection agreement, SBC Illinois renders a bill to AT&T. 
Likewise, when AT&T receives local and intraLATA toll traffic from 
SBC Illinois, AT&T renders a bill to SBC Illinois for traffic delivered by 
SBC Illinois that is terminated to an AT&T end user. 
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Meet point billed traffic. This traffic is exchanged between an IXC and an 
AT&T end user, with SBC Illinois acting as the interconnecting party for 
this call flow. To make this arrangement work, AT&T establishes one or 
more two-way Meet Point Billing trunk groups (FG-D) between itself and 
SBC Illinois. T hus a n  I XC c all destined t o  terminate t o  a n  AT&T end 
user, or an AT&T originated call bound for an IXC is delivered over the 
Meet Point Billing trunk group. As such, IXC traffic is routed through 
SBC Illinois’ tandem in order that it may be exchanged between the IXC 
and AT&T. In this situation, records exchanged between SBC Illinois and 
AT&T allow both Parties to bill the IXC for that portion of their 
respective networks used in this call. This traffic is billed to the IXC by 
both SBC Illinois and AT&T as either originating or terminating access. 

Third party transit traffic. This traffic is originated by an AT&T Illinois 
end user for completion to an end user of a third party camer, Le., another 
CLEC, a wireless provider or another LEC. SBC Illinois’ network is used 
as the intermediary between the originating and terminating carriers’ end 
users. In this situation, AT&T delivers this traffic over its POTS 
interconnection t n d s  to SBC Illinois. SBC Illinois then delivers this 
AT&T-originated traffic to the third party carrier for termination to that 
carrier’s end user. SBC Illinois records this traffic and bills AT&T for 
such service. AT&T and the third party carrier reconcile local reciprocal 
compensation and intraLATA access billing between themselves without 
SBC Illinois’ involvement. 

IN THIS NEGOTIATION, HAVE SBC ILLINOIS AND AT&T AGREED TO 
THESE THREE MAIN CATEGORIES OF TRAFFIC AND THE DEFINITIONS 
OF EACH TRAFFIC TYPE? 

Yes. Within Articles 4 and 5, AT&T and SBC Illinois have agreed to the three main 

categories of traffic and their associated definitions as I described above.53 Specifically, 

Section 4.1 of Article 4 states: 
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1459 Q. 
1460 
1461 

1462 A. 

1463 

1464 

1465 
1466 
1467 
1468 
1469 

1470 

Article 4 prescribes parameters for trunk groups (the 
“Local/IntraLATA trunks”) to be effected over the 
Interconnections specified in Article 3 for the transmission and 
routing of Local Traffic and IntraLATA Toll Traffic between the 
Parties’ respective Telephone Exchange Service Customers. 

And further, in Section 4.2 of Article 4: 

SBC Illinois and AT&T have agreed that Transit Traffic is to be routed over the POTS interconnection 53 

tnmks. Section 4.3.18 of Article 4 delineates specific parameters relative to Transit Traffic. 
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No Party shall terminate Exchange Access traffic or originate 
untranslated 800/888 traffic over LocaliIntraLATA 
Interconnection Trunks. 

As for Meet Point Billing Traffic, the Parties have agreed in Section 5.1 of 

Article 5, that 

Article 5 prescribes parameters for certain trunk groups (“Access 
Toll Connecting Trunks”) to be established over the 
Interconnections specified in Article 3 for the transmission and 
routing of Exchange Access traffic and 8 W  traffic between 
AT&T Telephone Exchange Service Customers and Interexchange 
Carriers. 

Additionally, in Section 5.2.2 of Article 5: 

Access Toll Connecting Trunks shall be used solely for the 
transmission and routing of (Feature Group B and D) Exchange 
Access and 800/888 traffic to allow each Party’s Customers to 
connect to or be connected to the interexchange trunks of any 
Interexchange Carrier whch is connected to the other Party’s 
access Tandem. 

And in Section 5.4.1 of Article 5, the Parties agree that: 

InterLATA traffic shall be transported between AT&T Switch 
Center and the SBC-AMEFUTECH Access or combined local / 
Access Tandem over a “meet point” trunk group separate from 
local and IntraLATA toll traffic. The InterLATA trunk group will 
be established for the transmission and routing of exchange access 
traffic between AT&T’s End Users and interexchange camers via 
an AT&T switch or SBC-AMERITECH Access Tandem, as the 
case may be. 

SBC Illinois contends that AT&T’s proposed language requiring SBC Illinois to 

accept local traffic over an IXC’s FG-D trunks and applying a PLU factor is inconsistent 

with what the Parties have agreed to above and therefore should be rejected. 
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PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW ACCESS TRAFFIC IS BILLED BETWEEN SBC 
ILLINOIS AND IXCs TODAY? 

To begin with, FG-D exchange access trunks are purchased by an IXC from SBC Illinois’ 

access tariff in order to allow the IXC to originate or terminate interexchange calls 

between its customers and end users of local exchange providers, including SBC Illinois. 

In doing so, traffic originated or received at either the SBC Illinois tandems or end offices 

is billed to the IXC as either originating or terminating switched access. While I am not a 

billing expert, I have a general understanding of access billing. The billing of this traffic 

is done through SBC Illinois’ Carrier Access Billing System (“CABS”). CABS was 

developed in compliance with industry standards to bill IXCs for access. From that time, 

the system has undergone a number of enhancements, but continues to perform as it was 

originally intended, is . ,  as a mechanism to bill MCs access rates for those calls to and 

from IXCs. As a result, CABS analyzes toll message records generated from IXC traffic 

that is sent over the FG-D trunks. CABS is then used to generate a bill to the IXC for the 

appropriate access elements and usage for each call. CABS is able to automatically 

differentiate between interstate and intrastate access relative to applying the appropriate 

rates based on the originating and terminating telephone numbers when CPN is provided. 

It is necessary for the MC to provide SBC Illinois with a Percent Interstate Usage 

(“PIU”) factor to calculate the amount of interstate traffic delivered without CPN. This 

factor i s then subtracted from 1 00% o f t he total unidentified access traffic i n order t o  

determine the percentage of access compensation due SBC Illinois for unidentified 

intrastate traffic. All of this is done pursuant to SBC Illinois’ access tariff. 
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1510 

1511 

1512 

1513 

1514 

1515 

1516 

1517 

1518 

1519 

1520 

1521 

1522 
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1525 

1526 A. 

1527 

1528 

1529 

1530 

1531 

1532 

1533 

1534 

1535 

1536 

1537 

1538 

1539 

1540 

1541 

1542 
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DO I UNDERSTAND YOU TO SAY THAT FACTORS ARE USED TO 
DETERMINE THE BILLING 0 F INTRASTATE AND INTERSTATE ACCESS 
USAGE? 

Yes. As I stated previously, CABS is not able to separately jurisdictionalize interstate 

and intrastate traffic when there is no CPN - thus the need for and use of a PIU factor. 

Also, as I stated above, the PIU factor is given t o  SBC Illinois by the I XC, and SBC 

Illinois applies this PKJ prior to rendering its bill to the IXC for services performed by 

SBC Illinois. 

AT&T is proposing in Section 21.15.2 that the process described above for 

unidentified access traffic will also be used for all local traffic delivered over FG-D 

trunks. In essence, the originating party (AT&T) would provide the billing party (SBC 

Illinois) two factors: one representing the percentage of interstate traffic and one 

representing the percentage o f 1 oca1 traffic. These two factors would now b e used i n  

conjunction with actual measurements to calculate a bill, permitting the billing party 

(SBC Illinois) to bill the originating party (AT&T). In essence, AT&T as the originating 

party would tell SBC Illinois what percentage of its unidentified traffic was interstate toll 

(PKJ) and what percentage was local (PLU), with the remainder being intrastate toll. In 

addition, AT&T would tell SBC Illinois what percentage of all intrastate traffic was local 

(PLU). Because CABS was never designed or built to jurisdictionalize this traffic and 

SBC Illinois has no way to separately identify it, SBC Illinois would be required to rely 

solely on AT&T for determining the level of compensation due SBC Illinois for services 

rendered to AT&T. SBC Illinois strongly objects to this regime, in that it is inconsistent 

with sound business principles and practices and can easily be avoided by complying 

with the Parties’ agreed-upon interconnection arrangements. 
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1547 Q. WHAT OTHER BILLING CONCERNS DO YOU HAVE? 

1548 A. 

1549 

1550 

1551 

1552 

1553 

1554 

When SBC Illinois receives traffic from an IXC over FG-D facilities, it renders a 

switched access hill to the IXC utilizing CABS. The system automatically applies the 

PIU to the total unidentified minutes to jurisdictionalize this usage as interstate or 

intrastate and adds this usage to the measured usage in order to apply different intrastate 

and interstate rates and generate a bill. That bill represents switched access traffic 

generated by the MC’s customers. CABS has no mechanism to impose another layer of 

calculation based on CLEC local traffic. 

1555 

1556 

1557 

1558 

1559 

1560 

1561 

AT&T’s language also completely fails to address the actual rendering of bills. 

For example, to what entity would SBC Illinois bill the local usage received on an IXC’s 

trunk groups - AT&T the CLEC or AT&T the IXC? And how would intrastate usage be 

managed? Some of it could be originated by customers of AT&T the CLEC under this 

agreement, while the remainder would be originated by the IXC’s end users served by 

other local providers. The MC has no obligation to compensate SBC Illinois for costs 

SBC Illinois would incur in terminating AT&T’s end user calls. 

1562 Q. 
1563 SBC ILLINOIS AND IXCs? 

1564 A. 

1565 

1566 

1567 

1568 

1569 

WHAT IS THE POTENTIAL IMPACT ON THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 

What AT&T is proposing turns the IXC billing regime on its head. Putting aside the fact 

that CABS cannot accommodate AT&T’s proposed application of PIU and PLU to access 

minutes, which is a legitimate concern, AT&T’s proposal would have SBC Illinois billing 

an IXC for traffic that is not access traffic generated by the MC’s customers. Adoption 

of AT&T’s language would require SBC Illinois to modify its arrangements with an IXC, 

in this case, AT&T IXC. In addition, if AT&T’s position on this issue prevails, any other 
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1570 

1571 

1572 

1573 

1574 

1575 

1576 

1577 

CLEC opting-in to this agreement could then avail itself of the same terms and 

conditions, delivering its traffic over the FG-D trunks of any IXC it desired. SBC Illinois 

does not believe that this interconnection agreement accommodates changing the nature 

of SBC Illinois’ arrangements with an IXC. AT&T is inappropriately seeking to trump 

SBC Illinois’ access tariff through this interconnection agreement. Since AT&T IXC is 

not a party to this interconnection agreement, nor would any other IXC be a party to an 

SBC Illinois-CLEC interconnection agreement, AT&T’s proposed language exceeds the 

boundaries of this agreement and should be rejected 

1578 Q. 
1579 

1580 A. 

1581 
1582 
1583 
1584 

1585 

1586 

1587 

1588 

1589 

1590 

IS AT&T’s PROPOSAL CONSISTENT WITH SBC ILLINOIS’ SWITCHED 
ACCESS TARIFF? 

No, it is not. AT&T’s language in Section 21.15.2 states: 

For usage based charges associated with local traffic carried 
over IXC FG-D trunks, the orieinatine partv will provide two 
factors, a Percent Interstate Usaee (PIU) and a Percent Local 
Usage (PLU). 

AT&T’s language then goes on to describe how the originating party would 

calculate these factors. I assume that since this language would be in an agreement 

between AT&T and SBC Illinois and since SBC Illinois will not be originating traffic to 

AT&T under such an arrangement, that the originating party referenced in Section 

21.15.2 is AT&T the CLEC. So a CLEC would be providing SBC Illinois with the 

interstate usage factor to be applied in calculating a bill to be rendered to an IXC. 

1591 

1592 

1593 

1594 

In ICC Tariff No. 21, Section 2.3.10C, SBC Illinois provides the specific 

jurisdictional reporting requirements applicable to IXCs purchasing SBC Illinois’ FG-D 

switched access services. These provisions clearly articulate the IXC’s responsibility in 

reporting PIU to SBC Illinois. A CLEC interconnection agreement can in no way relieve 
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an IXC of this obligation. Furthermore, AT&T offers no clarity as to how SBC Illinois 

would reconcile differences in the supplied PIU factors. With AT&T’s proposal, SBC 

Illinois would be between the proverbial rock and a hard place - unable to meet its 

obligations under both the tariff and this interconnection agreement. 

1595 

1596 

1597 

I 1598 

1599 Q. WOULD SBC ILLINOIS BE WILLING TO ACCEPT LOCAL TRAFFIC OVER 
1600 AT&T IXC’S FG-D TRUNKS AT ALL? 

1601 A. Although SBC Illinois would have preferred that AT&T was limited to the agreed-upon 

1602 standard interconnection and trunking arrangements, SBC Illinois has agreed in 

1603 Section 3.9 that it is prepared to accept local trafic over AT&T IXC’s FG-D t runks.  

1604 SBC Illinois requires, however, that such calls destined for completion to SBC Illinois 

1605 end users will be billed by SBC Illinois as access. In addition, because an arrangement of 

1606 this type would most certainly involve AT&T IXC, SBC Illinois would require AT&T to 

1607 acknowledge that all traffic delivered over AT&T IXC FG-D trunks would be 

1608 automatically billed as access to AT&T IXC by SBC Illinois’ billing system. Any 

1609 disputes regarding billing of this traffic would be the responsibility of AT&T and AT&T 

1610 IXC to resolve. 

1611 Q. AT&T’s WITNESSES STATE UNDER 4204 THAT AT&T MAY 
1612 INTERCONNECT WITH SBC ILLINOIS AT ANY TECHNICALLY FEASIBLE 
1613 POINT WITHIN SBC ILLINOIS’ NETWORK. DO YOU AGREE? 

1614 A. 

1615 

1616 

1617 

AT&T’s witnesses are correct that the Act and FCC orders permit AT&T to interconnect 

with SBC Illinois at any technically feasible point in SBC Illinois’ network. But that is 

not what AT&T is seeking to do here. AT&T’s request is not for interconnection with 

SBC Illinois’ network at all. As I stated, this interconnection agreement is between SBC 
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Illinois and AT&T the CLEC. A T&T the IXC i s the c arrier with the interconnection 

AT&T seeks, and, as I stated, AT&T the IXC is not a party to this agreement. 

1618 

1619 

1620 Q. 
1621 

1622 A. 

1623 

1624 

1625 

1626 

1627 

1628 

1629 

HASN’T SBC AGREED TO AT&T’s PROPOSAL IN OTHER STATES AS 
INDICATED BY AT&T’s WITNESSES? 

SBC does accept 1 oca1 t raffic over a n  IXC’s FG-D trunks i n  a few j urisdictions. F or 

example, SBC was required to use a PLU factor to jurisdictionalize local traffic on FG-D 

trunks as a condition to obtaining State commission 271 approval in Texas. However, 

SBC’s willingness to take on an obligation in exchange for 271 arbitration is not 

dispositive in this case, nor does it indicate any willingness on SBC Illinois’ part to 

extend such an arrangement into Illinois. SBC did agree to accept AT&T’s local traffic 

over its MC trunks in Connecticut as part of a negotiated arbitration settlement, but such 

calls are not compensated based on PLU. 

1630 

1631 

1632 

1633 

SBC Illinois is not obligated to accept local traffic over an IXC’s trunks 

purchased from S BC Illinois’ access tariff t o b e  compensated b ased o n  a P LU factor. 

SBC has experienced a variety of challenges in other states and does not volunteer to 

expand those problems to other states, including Illinois. 

1634 Q. 

1635 A. 

1636 

1637 

1638 

1639 

1640 

WHAT TYPES OF PROBLEMS IS SBC EXPERIENCING IN OTHER STATES? 

SBC has experienced numerous challenges in administering and enforcing proper 

jurisdictionalization of traffic on multi-jurisdictional trunks. There are a number of 

instances where SBC is performing tests to identify arbitrage of its switched access 

tariffs, predominantly in the southwest states. In some cases, carriers are representing 

interstate traffic a s  1 oca1 a ndor routing interstate t raffic over the 1 oca1 i nterconnection 

trunks. Interconnection agreements providing for the use of PIU and PLU factors to 
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allocate usage for compensation make it very difficult to build an adequate case to go 

after legitimate revenues. Moreover, audit provisions typically limit the frequency with 

which SBC may request an audit, and audits may be costly to perform. Because of the 

difficulties SBC has experienced in enforcing proper jurisdictionalization of usage using 

factors, SBC does not want to expand the problem to Illinois. 

Q. HOW HAS THE COMMISSION ADDRESSED THIS ISSUE PREVIOUSLY? 

A. In its order in ICC Docket No. 96-0404 dated August 4, 1997, the Commission 

previously held that nonjursdictional trunks and percentage factors are not reasonable. In 

that order, the Commission concluded in Section IIIB Id: 

The Commission finds that Ameritech provides interconnection to 
requesting carriers at all points required for the transmission and 
routing of telephone exchange traffic, exchange access traffic, or 
both, in accordance with the applicable FCC Regulations. 
47 C.F.R. 551.305. . . . The Commission further finds that the 
trunking options Ameritech provides are consistent with its 
obligation to transmit and route exchange access traffic. 
Ameritech provides one-way or two-way trunks for the purpose of 
integrating the end offices andor tandem offices of carriers for the 
completion of local switched and interLATA toll traffic. As part 
of the options provided, Ameritech requires that CLECs use TCTs 
[Toll Connecting Trunks] to cany interLATA toll-switched traffic. 
We agree with Ameritech’s contention that, if nonjunsdictional 
trunks were used, neither Ameritech nor any other carrier would be 
able to isolate or measure the volumes of each type of traffic that 
terminates over a single trunk group, which in turn would 
necessitate the use of estimated, percentage factors in lieu of actual 
measurements to create a bill. Such billing arrangements are not 
commercially reasonable or cost effective in the present market, as 
they would require extensive modifications to both Ameritech’s 
hilling systems for reciprocal compensation and its systems for 
billing IXC access charges. Ameritech’s trunking options, in 
contrast, permit each carrier to bill the originating camer for actual 
minutes of use and actual rates at the time the call was made. We 
so found in the MCI and Sprint arbitrations, noting that it was not 
possible to obtain accurate measurements over combined trunk 
groups and stating in the Sprint decision that “Sprint will not be 
unduly impeded from competing in the local market by the 
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adoption of Ameritech’s proposed solution.” Sprint Arbitration 
Decision, 96-AB-008, at 6; MCI Arbitration Decision, 96-AB-006, 
at 14-15. 

In this docket, as well as in the Sprint and MCI arbitrations cited above, the 

Commission found that SBC Illinois’ interconnection arrangement with CLECs was 

satisfactory in meeting its obligations under the Act. Nothing has changed since those 

decisions that would invalidate that conclusion. 

Q. WHAT IS SBC ILLINOIS’ RECOMMENDATION FOR RESOLVING THIS 
ISSUE? 

The Commission has already determined that non-jurisdictional trunks and percentage 

factors are unreasonable. SBC Illinois recommends that the Commission reject AT&T’s 

proposed 1 anguage i n S ection 2 1.15.2 i n  i ts  entirety. T he P arties have already a greed 

within Articles 4 and 5 as to how traffic will be exchanged, and SBC Illinois has no 

obligation under Section 251(b)(5) of the Act to accept CLEC local traffic from an IXC. 

Accepting AT&T’s language would result in confusion around what was actually agreed 

upon, and most certainly would lead to other disputes relative to the methodology of how 

traffic and facilities would be billed and to whom, as well as disputes on the actual billing 

itself. 

A. 

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS ISSUES (6) 

ISSUE 6: Which Audit Language For PLU Is Appropriate? 

(General Terms and Conditions Section 1.32.8) 

Q. 

A. 

WHAT IS THE ISSUE REGARDING PLU AUDIT LANGUAGE? 

Both Parties recognize the need for audit provisions specific to PLU and agree on the 

subsequent audit process in the event an audit reveals that a Party has overstated the PLU 
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1702 

1703 

by 20% or more. The Parties disagree, however, on the application of the 20% threshold 

to underreported call detail, as well as the process to implement the results of an audit. 

1704 

1705 

1706 

1707 

1708 

SBC Illinois proposes that if the PLU is adjusted based upon audit results, that the 

adjusted PLU will apply for the subsequent nine months. It is AT&T’s position that a 

variation of less than 5% would result in no adjustment to PLU. For a variation of 

between 5% and 20%, the adjusted PLU would apply for the remainder of the audit 

quarter through the subsequent quarter. 

1709 Q. 
1710 

1711 A. 

1712 

1713 

1714 

1715 

1716 

WHAT IS YOUR CONCERN RELATIVE TO UNDERREPORTED CALL 
DETAIL USAGE? 

While the Parties agree regarding overstatement of PLU by 20% or more, SBC Illinois 

also includes the underreporting of call detail usage by 20% or more in its provision for 

subsequent audit. This is important, especially when exchanging larger volumes of 

traffic. since it is the volume of traffic that translates to real dollars when the PLU is 

applied. Should the call detail usage be significantly underreported, even if the PLU is 

relatively accurate, the financial harm may be significant. 

1717 Q. WHAT IS YOUR CONCERN WITH AT&T’s PROPOSAL FOR PLU 
1718 ADJUSTMENTS? 

1719 A. 

1720 

1721 

1722 

On its face, AT&T’s language appears reasonable and consistent with the Parties’ 

agreement on quarterly PLU adjustments described in Article 21, but SBC Illinois is 

concerned by its inability to request a subsequent audit.54 SBC Illinois could be faced 

with an overstated PLU and no mechanism for remedy. 

The Parties have agreed in Section 1.32.1 that audits may be requested once per year. 54 



1723 Q. 
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1725 A. 
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PLEASE PROVIDE A SPECIFIC EXAMPLE TO DEMONSTRATE SBC 
ILLINOIS’ CONCERN. 

Let’s suppose that an audit completed in early March resulted in an adjustment of 

AT&T’s PLU from 80% to 95%, a 15% increase. According to AT&T’s language, the 

95% PLU would be in effect for the remainder of March plus April, May and June. 

AT&T could then adjust the PLU for July through August to, say 83%, and then 

September through December to 79%. Since the March audit resulted in a 95% PLU, it 

would be understandable for SBC Illinois to question an adjustment to 83%, not to 

1731 

1732 

1733 

1734 

1735 

1736 

mention a further reduction to 79%. But because SBC Illinois is only permitted to 

request an audit once per year unless an error of 20% or more was discovered in an audit, 

it would he unable to initiate another audit until March of the following year. AT&T 

could continue the 83%, or 79%, or whatever percentage it decided, for an extended 

period of time during which SBC Illinois would have no ability to have the data verified, 

leaving it vulnerable to the possibility of an overstated PLU and/or underreported usage. 

1737 Q. HOW DOES SBC ILLINOIS’ LANGUAGE CURE THIS VULNERABILITY? 

1738 A. 

1739 

1740 

1741 

1742 

1743 

SBC Illinois’ 1 anguage provides that a P LU adjustment resulting from an audit would 

remain in effect for nine months, superseding the standard quarterly adjustments during 

that time. The basic premise is that a detailed audit of books, records, and other 

documents related t o  the d evelopment o f P LU would result i n  the  most accurate P LU 

possible. This accurate PLU should be sustained for nine months to forestall the 

imposition of a less accurate PLU that could not be audited. 
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1744 Q. HOW SHOULD THE COMMISSION RULE ON THIS ISSUE? 

1745 A. 

1746 

1747 adopted. 

SBC Illinois’ language in Section 1.32.8 provides that a PLU established as a result of an 

official audit be sustained for nine months to ensure accuracy is reasonable and should be 

1748 

1749 ISSUE 27: 
1750 

1751 

1752 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THIS ISSUE. 

1753 A. 

1754 

1755 

1756 

1757 

UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS ISSUES (27,28,29,30,31,33) 

Should The Reciprocal Compensation Terms And Conditions Contained In 
Article 21 Apply To ULS-ST Reciprocal Compensation? 

(UNE Schedule 9.2.7, Sections 9.2.7.4.1 - 3) 

This is essentially the same issue as presented for Intercarrier Compensation Issue 1 

regarding Section 21.1.1. SBC Illinois objects to AT&T’s language in Sections 9.2.7.4.2 

and 9.2.7.4.3 providing language specific to ULS-ST reciprocal compensation. Rather 

than reiterating the same arguments here, I would direct the Commission to my testimony 

for Intercarrier Compensation Issue 1. 

1758 ISSUE 28: 
1759 
1760 

1761 

1762 Q. WHAT IS THE DISPUTE IN THIS ISSUE? 

1763 A. 

1764 

1765 

1766 

1767 

1768 Illinois-provided ULS-ST, including UNE-P. 

Should SBC Illinois Be Billed On A Default Basis When I t  Fails To Provide 
The Third Party Originating Carrier OCN To AT&T When AT&T Is 
Terminating Calls As The Unbundled Switch User? 

(UNE Schedule 9.2.7, Section 9.2.7.4.4) 

It is axiomatic that interconnecting camers are obligated to make arrangements to 

compensate each other for the transport and termination of local traffic. In particular, the 

carrier that originates a call must compensate the camer that terminates that call. This 

issue involves the mechanics by which these arrangements are made when the one of the 

carriers provides services through the switch of SBC Illinois, i.e., through an SBC 



1769 

1770 

1771 

1772 

1773 

1774 

1775 

1776 

1777 

1778 

1779 

1780 

1781 

1782 

1783 

1784 

1785 

1786 

1787 

1788 

1789 
1790 
1791 
1792 
1793 

ICC Docket No. 03-0239 
SBC Illinois Ex. 10.0 (Pellerin), p. 77 

SBC Illinois proposes language stating that AT&T’s use of ULS-ST does not 

change its obligation to be solely responsible for establishing compensation arrangements 

with other carriers. AT&T, for its part, seeks a specific determination that when a call is 

originated by a third party carrier and terminates to AT&T, SBC Illinois - and not the 

originating carrier - will pay AT&T to terminate trafic if SBC Illinois does not provide 

AT&T with the Operating Company Number (“OCN) of the originating carrier 

Q. 

A. Yes. This issue is also raised by AT&T as Comprehensive Billing Issue 4. 

Comprehensive Billing Article 2 7, Section 2 7.14.4 sets forth the terms and condltions 

regarding billing associated with the provision (or lack thereof) of OCN from third party 

originating carriers when AT&T is providing service utilizing ULS-ST. The language 

AT&T has proposed in UNE Section 9.2.7.4.4 is identical to its language in 

Comprehensive Billing Section 27.14.4. In his discussion of Comprehensive Billing 

Issue 4, Mr. Chris Read fully addresses the reasons why AT&T’s proposed language for 

Comprehensive Billing Issue 4 should be rejected. His testimony applies equally to 

AT&T’s proposed language for UNE Issue 28. 

IS THIS ISSUE ADDRESSED ELSEWHERE IN THE AGREEMENT? 

Q. 

A. 

WHAT DOES YOUR TESTIMONY ON UNE ISSUE 28 ADDRESS? 

I explain that SBC Illinois’ proposed language i n  Section 9.2.7.4.4 regarding AT&T’s 

compensation obligations with third party camers is reasonable. SBC Illinois’ language 

states: 

AT&T will be solely responsible for establishing compensation 
arrangements with all telecommunications carriers to which 
ULS-ST traffic is delivered or from which ULS-ST traffic is 
received, including all ULS-ST traffic carried by Shared 
Transport-Transit. 
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1794 This language is disputed by AT&T 

1795 

1796 

1797 

1798 

1799 

1800 

1801 

1802 

Q. 

A. 

WHY IS THIS LANGUAGE APPROPRIATE? 

Section 9.2.7.4 provides terms and conditions for reciprocal compensation associated 

with ULS-ST. As a facilities-based carrier, AT&T has certain responsibilities, including 

transport and termination in accordance with Section 251(b)(5) of the Act. The fact that 

AT&T is utilizing unbundled local switching to provide service to its customers does not 

relieve it of this obligation, nor can AT&T shift this responsibility to SBC Illinois. SBC 

Illinois’ proposed language states that AT&T must step up to its responsibility in 

establishing compensation arrangements with other facilities-based carriers. 

1803 Q. HOW SHOULD THE COMMISSION RULE ON THIS ISSUE? 

1804 A. 

1805 

1806 

1807 

1808 

AT&T’s language in Section 9.2.7.4.4 is totally unnecessary because i t  is redundant with 

its language in Comprehensive Billing Section 27.14.4; accordingly, it should be rejected. 

SBC Illinois’ proposed language in Section 9.2.7.4.4 appropriately reflects AT&T’s 

responsibility for transport and termination compensation with other facilities-based 

carriers and should be adopted. 

1809 

1810 

1811 

1812 

1813 

1814 

1815 

1816 

ISSUE 29: How Should Reciprocal Compensation Rate Elements Be Structured? 

(UNE Section 9.2.7.5) 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THIS ISSUE. 

A. This is essentially the same issue as presented for Intercamer Compensation Issue 1 

regarding Section 21.1.1. SBC Illinois objects to AT&T’s inclusion of “ULS-ST - 

Reciprocal Compensation” in Section 9.2.7.5. Rather than reiterating the same 

arguments here, I would direct the Commission to my testimony for Intercarrier 

Compensation Issue 1. 
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1817 ISSUE 30: 
1818 By AT&T? 

Should Ameritech Be Required To Administer LIDB Information Provided 

1819 

1820 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE LIDB. 

1821 A. 

1822 

1823 

1824 

1825 

1826 

(UNE Schedule 9.2.8, Section 9.2.8.19.1) 

LIDB stands for Line Information Database and contains comprehensive and proprietary 

information on virtually every working telephone number of consumers, businesses and 

telecommunications providers. LIDB is a database in which local exchange carriers 

(“LECs”) store information about their end-users’ accounts.55 It enables other carriers to 

determine, at the time of call processing, whether the end user has decided in advance to 

accept alternately billed calls (Le., collect, third number and calling card). 

1827 Q. HOW IS LIDB ACCESSED FOR LINE RECORD ADMINISTRATION? 

1828 A. 

1829 

1830 

1831 

1832 

SBC Illinois’ LIDB is connected directly to a Service Management System (“SMS”) and 

a database editor that provide the capability of creating, modifying, changing, or deleting 

line records in LIDB.56 SBC Illinois offers three methods of access to the SMS, 

depending on how the local service is provided: 1) Local Service Request (“LSR’); 

2) Interactive Interface; and 3) Service Order Entry Interface. 

1833 Q. BRIEFLY DESCRIBE EACH OF THESE INTERFACES. 

1834 A. 

1835 

The LSR process generates a service order that flows through SBC Illinois’ systems to 

update the LIDB. It must be used for a CLEC’s end users served via SBC Illinois’ resale 

Like many carriers, SBC Illinois does not own its own LIDB. Instead, SBC Illinois contracts with 
Southern New England Telephone Diversified Group (“SNET DG”) to provide SBC Illinois with query access to 
LIDB. 

I5 

In the unlikely event that LIDB-AS is unavailable and/or the LIDB data links are down, camers requiring 56 

emergency updates must contact SNET DG directly to effect any updates. 
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1843 Q. 

1844 A. 
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1848 
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1850 Q. 

1851 A. 

1852 
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services and may be used for UNE switch port services. The Interactive Interface and the 

Service Order Entry Interface each offer unbundled electronic access to the SMS. The 

Interactive Interface is a dial-up connection that permits record by record input to LIDB 

via the SMS. The Service Order Entry Interface allows a CLEC to do batch file updates 

to LIDB. The unbundled access interfaces may be used for a CLEC’s switch based end 

users as well as its UNE switch port end users?’ All three of these interfaces are 

described with relevant terms and conditions in SBC Illinois’ LIDB-AS Appendix. 

WHAT IS THE ISSUE WITH RESPECT TO LIDB ADMINISTRATION? 

AT&T has proposed limited language in Section 9.2.8.19.1 requiring SBC Illinois to 

input and administer AT&T’s LIDB data. SBC Illinois objects to this language as wholly 

inadequate to address the Parties’ respective responsibilities regarding LIDB 

administration. SBC Illinois provides the appropriate terms and conditions in its LIDB- 

AS Appenhx provided as UNE Schedule 9.2.10. Please refer to my testimony regarding 

UNE Issue 33 for additional support of SBC Illinois’ LIDB-AS Appendix. 

WHY IS AT&T’s LANGUAGE INADEQUATE? 

AT&T’s language indicates that SBC Illinois will input AT&T’s LIDB information as 

provided by AT&T, yet that language fails to address in any meaningful way how that 

would take place. As I described above, SBC Illinois provides multiple interfaces that 

allow AT&T to meet its responsibility to administer its own data and offers relevant 

terms and conditions in its LIDB-AS Appendix. 
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unbundled interface due to security partitioning within the LIDB. 
A CLEC may not administer its UNE switch port LIDB records using both the LSR process and an 
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AT&T suggests that SBC Illinois’ process requires AT&T to supply LIDB 

updates via LSR. SBC Illinois does not require the use of an LSR to update LIDB, 

however, if AT&T wants to use an LSR as the vehicle to update LIDB for its UNE switch 

port end users, appropriate language is provided in the LIDB-AS Appendix. Importantly, 

the LSR process only accommodates AT&T’s end users served via SBC Illinois’ 

switches. It cannot effect any LIDB updates for AT&T’s end users served via an AT&T 

switch. I find it curious that the Parties’ have agreed on numerous provisions relative to 

AT&T acting as a switch based carrier,” yet AT&T insists on LIDB language that can 

only apply when AT&T is not a switch based carrier. This inconsistency cannot be 

ignored. 

As I stated, SBC Illinois offers unbundled electronic access to the LIDB SMS for 

AT&T’s end user accounts associated with AT&T’s switch and as an option for UNE 

switch port accounts. Terms and conditions for this unbundled LIDB SMS access are 

provided in the LIDB-AS Appendix. 

AT&T’s WITNESS (NOORANI) STATES IN HIS TESTIMONY AT QlOS THAT 
IN AN MCI MISSOURI ARBITRATION, SBC LITIGATED AND WON 
SIMILAR LANGUAGE TO THAT WHICH AT&T IS PROVIDING HERE. IS 
THE MCI MISSOURI LANGUAGE RELEVANT? 

No. Mr. Noorani completely misses the mark in referencing the MCI Missouri 

arbitration. The inclusion of SBC’s language relative to the LSR process in Missouri was 

an additive to other LIDB terms and conditions. Agreed-upon language makes clear that 

See, for example, Article 3 (Interconnection Pursuant t o  Section 2 51(c)(2), Article 4 (Transmission and 
Routing ofTelephoneExchange Service Traffic Pursuant t o  Section251(c)(2), and Article 5 (Transmissionand 
Routing of Exchange Access Traffic Pursuant to 251(c)(2). 

18 
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use of the LSR process was specific to MCI’s end users served via UNE local switch 

ports 

9.4.2.10.1 The LSR Process allows SWBT to create and 
administer CLEC’s data on CLEC’s behalf through a bundled 
service order flow. The LSR Process is only available to CLEC 
when CLEC is providing service to end users using SWBT’s UNE 
local switch ports. 

In addition, language resulting from the MCI Missouri arbitration indicates that 

SBC also make available an unbundled interface to LIDB-AS. 

9.4.2.10.2 The LSR Process is not an interface to the LIDB 
administrative system. CLEC can obtain access to SWBT’s LIDB 
administrative system LVAS only through the electronic 
unbundled interfaces SWBT offers in this Appendix. 

WHAT IS YOUR CONCLUSION ON THIS ISSUE? 

AT&T’s proposed language in UNE Section 9.2.8.19.1 is totally inadequate to address 

LIDB administration and should be rejected. SBC Illinois offers comprehensive terms 

and conditions addressing all aspects of LIDB administration in its LIDB-AS Appendix. 

See also my testimony for UNE Issue 33. 

ISSUE 31: What Interfaces Are Used To Administer Data When AT&T Resells Data To 
A Third Party? 

(UNE Schedule 9.2.8, Sections 9.2.8.19.4 and 9.2.8.19.6) 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THIS ISSUE. 

A. The Parties disagree as to how AT&T will administer the LIDB records for services that 

it resells to a third party. SBC Illinois requires that such records be administered through 

direct unbundled interfaces as defined in its LIDB-AS Appendix. In contrast, AT&T 

proposes to administer such records through the use of any of the Operator Services 

Marketing Order Processor (“OSMOF’”) interfaces. 
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WHAT ARE THE OSMOP INTERFACES? 

OSMOP is the SMS for LIDB, Le., the terms OSMOP and SMS may be used 

interchangeably. As I described in my testimony under Issue 30, SBC Illinois offers 

three interfaces to the LIDB SMS for data administration: LSR, Interactive Interface, and 

Service Order Entry Interface. 

WHY DOES SBC ILLINOIS OBJECT TO AT&T’s LANGUAGE? 

AT&T’s statement that it will administer line records for services it resells to a third party 

through the OSMOP interfaces is too broad because it includes the LSR process. When 

AT&T resells to a third party, that record can no longer be administered by an LSR. 

Only direct unbundled access through the Interactive Interface or the Service Order Entry 

Interface are permitted for such resold services. 

WHY CAN’T THE LSR PROCESS BE USED FOR AT&T’s RESOLD 
SERVICES? 

For security purposes, the LIDB Administrative System is partitioned based on Operating 

Company Number (“OCN’). All LSRs for UNE switch ports generate service orders 

through SBC Illinois’ systems and reflect the OCN of the UNE switch port CLEC. When 

AT&T resells a UNE switch port service to a third party, there is no way to associate that 

UNE switch port with the actual local service provider (“LSP”). The LSR process was 

simply not designed to accommodate a third party provider. Thus, the LIDB would 

improperly place these end user records within AT&T’s security partition rather than that 

of the true LSP. This is an unacceptable violation of the end user’s security expectations. 
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1925 Q. HOW SHOULD THE COMMISSION RULE ON THIS ISSUE? 

1926 A. 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

AT&T’s reference to the OSMOP interfaces in UNE Sections 9.2.8.19.4 and 9.2.8.19.6 is 

improper in that it is too broad and should be rejected. SBC Illinois’ language 

appropriately refers to its direct unbundled interfaces and related terms and conditions as 

provided in its LIDB-AS Appendix. Accordingly, the Commission should adopt SBC 

Illinois’ language in the UNE Appendix as well as the LIDB-AS Appendix. 

1931 ISSUE 33: Should The LIDB-AS Schedule Be Part Of The Interconnection Agreement? 

1932 

1933 Q. 

1934 A. 

1935 

1936 

1931 

1938 Q. 

1939 A. 

1940 

1941 

1942 

1943 

(UNE Schedule 9.2.10) 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THIS ISSUE. 

SBC Illinois proposes inclusion of its LIDB-AS Appendix, provided as UNE 

Schedule 9.2.10, i n  order t o  provide comprehensive 1 anguage addressing S BC Illinois’ 

administration of AT&T’s LIDB data. AT&T objects to this language as being 

unnecessary. 

WHY IS INCLUSION OF THE LIDB-AS APPENDIX APPROPRIATE? 

SBC Illinois’ LIDB-AS Appendix provides comprehensive terms and conditions 

regarding administration of LIDB data, however AT&T has rejected this Appendix in its 

entirety.j9 Yet clearly, each carrier has responsibility for its own data. AT&T has 

proposed two sentences in UNE Section 9.2.8.19.1 (see UNE Issue 30) to address its 

request for SBC Illinois to input and administer its LIDB data, but that language does not 

It is interesting that in Danial Noorani’s testimony on behalf of AT&T on this issue, he claims at 4107 that 
SBC Illinois’ LIDB-AS Appendix is both too vague and too restrictive. Yet AT&T refused to negotiate any of the 
provisions of that appendix to remedy AT&T’s concerns. Instead, AT&T rejected LIDB-AS completely and 
proposed a few provisions in UNE Schedule 9.2.8 that are wholly inadequate to address LIDB administration. 

59 
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go nearly far enough in defining a working business relationship with regards to LIDB. 

SBC Illinois’ language in Schedule 9.2.10 indicates its willingness to negotiate terms and 

conditions under which it would provide administrative support to AT&T. It is important 

to SBC Illinois that this Appendix clearly identify the terms and conditions associated 

with administration of AT&T’s LIDB data. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 
A. 

IN WHAT AREAS IS AT&T’s LANGUAGE INADEQUATE? 

AT&T’s language is devoid of essential parameters in several areas: 1) administration of 

AT&T’s L IDB records for its switch-based end users; 2) ability t o  request emergency 

updates; 3) audits; and 4) data migration. 

HOW WOULD AT&T’s LIDB RECORDS BE ADMINISTERED FOR ITS 
SWITCH-BASED END USERS? 

AT&T has proposed under UNE Issue 30 that SBC Illinois would administer its LIDB 

records in accordance with industry standard practice via the LSR process. But the LSR 

is not an interface that can be used to administer records associated with end users served 

on AT&T’s switch. AT&T has not provided any information on how this type of LIDB 

data would be administered. The LIDB-AS Appendix clearly defines the available 

interfaces for updating this information. 

HOW DOES LIDB HANDLE FRAUD? 

SNET DG’s LIDB is connected to an adjunct fraud monitoring system, managed by SBC 

Services, Inc. Using this system, all accounts, including those of SBC Illinois and 

CLECs, are monitored for fraud in the same manner and using the same criteria. If the 

possibility of fraud is detected on a CLEC account, SBC Services, Inc. personnel contact 
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the CLEC so the CLEC may take whatever action it deems necessary to protect its end- 

users from fraudulent activity. 

1966 

1967 

1968 Q. 
1969 
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1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 Q. 

1980 A. 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

WHEN WOULD EMERGENCY LIDB UPDATES BE REQUIRED, AND HOW 
WOULD THEY BE PERFORMED? 

A c amer w ould require a n  emergency LIDB update t o  change v alidation information. 

For example, an update might be required on an emergency basis to invalidate a calling 

card that was being used fraudulently. SBC Illinois’ LIDB Editor Interface would 

provide AT&T with emergency access to LIDB to effect such an update.60 Without the 

LIDB Editor Interface provisions contained in the LIDB-AS Appendix, AT&T would be 

unable to request emergency updates to their accounts through the SMS as the LSR 

process AT&T requests cannot accommodate emergency updates. SBC Illinois is 

concerned about charges of lack of parity if SBC Illinois is able to make emergency 

updates for its end users but AT&T has no such capability. 

WHY DOES SBC ILLINOIS REQUIRE AUDIT PROVISIONS FOR LIDB? 

SBC Illinois processes audits daily to ensure that the database is as accurate as possible 

This is an important protection for the account owners, given the nature of LIDB data. 

Specific language in the LIDB-AS Schedule addresses how these audits are to be 

accomplished and how AT&T can verify its information against SBC Illinois’ data. 

AT&T’s language does not address audits at all. 

As I stated above, in the event of a failure of the LIDB/AS and or data links, carriers must contact SNET- 60 

DG directly to effect emergency database updates. 
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WHAT IS THE DATA MIGRATION INTERFACE, AND HOW IS IT 
RELEVANT TO THIS AGREEMENT? 

The Data Migration Interface provides AT&T with the ability to migrate its entire switch 

based data store from SBC Illinois to another LIDB provider. SBC Illinois’ language in 

the LIDB-AS Schedule articulates both AT&T’s and SBC Illinois’ responsibilities 

regarding data migration to ensure a smooth transition to a new LIDB provider of 

AT&T’s choosing. AT&T’s language completely fails to address data migration. 

HOW SHOULD THE COMMISSION RULE ON THIS ISSUE? 

SBC Illinois’ LIDB-AS Schedule 9.2.10 sets forth comprehensive terms and conditions 

for LIDB data storage and administration, yet AT&T has rejected this Schedule without 

offering any redline updates. As AT&T’s LIDB provisions are totally inadequate to 

address LIDB administration, SBC Illinois requests the Commission adopt the LIDB-AS 

Schedule in its entirety. 

COMPREHENSIVE BILLING ISSUES (4) 

ISSUE 4b: Should SBC Illinois Be Billed On A Default Basis When It Fails To Provide 
The Third Party Originating Carrier OCN To AT&T When AT&T Is 
Terminating Calls As The Unbundled Switch User? 

(Comprehensive Billing Section 27.14.4) 

(UNE Schedule 9.2.7, Section 9.2.7.4.4) 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THIS ISSUE. 

A. The Parties fundamentally agree that SBC Illinois will provide to AT&T the Operating 

Company Number (“OCN’) of third party originating camers, when available, when 

AT&T is providing service utilizing ULS-ST. The dispute centers on billing treatment of 

traffic terminated by AT&T’s ULS-ST when OCN is not available. Mr. Chris Read 

addresses the disputed language in Issue 4a concerning provision of OCN when AT&T is 
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utilizing ULS-ST, and I will address Issue 4b, which relates to compensation when OCN 

is unavailable 

Since AT&T's proposed language in Comprehensive Billing Section 27.14.4 and 

UNE Section 9.2.7.4.4 i s identical, for simplicity I will r efer i n  m y  testimony only t o  

Section 27.14.4. I address SBC Illinois' competing language for Section 9.2.7.4.4 in my 

testimony for UNE Issue 28. 

WHAT IS THE DISPUTE IN ISSUE 4B? 

A. To understand this issue, the Commission should look first to AT&T's language: 

Any records received without the originating OCN will be 
treated as though orieinated by SBC-Illinois in accordance 
with the terms of Schedule 9.2.7 of this Agreement. 

Placing this language in the context of Schedule 9.2.7, which includes terms and 

conditions for ULS-ST, and AT&T's previous sentence referencing third party caniers,6' 

AT&T's language would require SBC Illinois to pay intercarrier compensation to 

terminatecalls t o  AT&T for calls that did not originate with SBC Illinois' customers. 

SBC Illinois has no such obligation and objects to this language. 

WHEN DOES INTERCARRIER COMPENSATION APPLY? 

Intercarrier compensation applies when calls are exchanged between facilities-based 

caniers. A carrier providing end user services on its own switch, whether LEC or CLEC, 

is a facilities-based camer. In addition, AT&T utilizing ULS-ST to provide service to 

end users is also a facilities-based carrier. So when a third party carrier originates a call 

"SBC-Illinois will include the OCN of the orieinariiig carrier in the usage records it Drovides fur calls 
orieinated bv 3rd Dart\' carriers." The dispute with this laiiguqc IS diwussed by Mr. Read uiider Iswe l a  
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that terminates to T&T’s JLS-ST, T&T may 

third party carrier.6z In order to bill the third party carrier, AT&T must be able to identify 

who that third party carrier is. 

Q. 

A. 

HOW WOULD AT&T IDENTIFY A THIRD PARTY CARRIER? 

As explained in Mr. Read’s testimony for Issue 4a, SBC Illinois will provide the OCN of 

a third party carrier to AT&T when possible. He further explains under Issue 3 one 

method by which AT&T can obtain the OCN for itself when it is not available &om SBC 

Illinois. 

Q. IN THE EVENT SBC ILLINOIS DOES NOT PROVIDE THE OCN TO AT&T, IS 
AT&T RELIEVED OF ITS INTERCARRIER COMPENSATION 
OBLIGATIONS? 

No. As I stated, all facilities-based carriers have intercarrier compensation obligations, 

including AT&T utilizing ULS-ST. AT&T is not relieved of its responsibility to bill the 

originating carrier when it terminates a call simply because the OCN is not handed to it 

by SBC Illinois. Importantly, it is the originating camer that has obtained revenue from 

its end user. It is the originating carrier, and the originating carrier alone, that must bear 

the cost to terminate its end users’ calls. AT&T cannot shift this cost liability to SBC 

Illinois simply because it is not willing to undertake the effort to identify the originating 

carrier when it is not provided by SBC Illinois. 

A. 

I direct the Commission to my testimony for UNE Issue 28 for a complete discussion on intercarrier 62 

compensation obligations with third party camers. 



2050 

205 1 

2052 

2053 

2054 

2055 

2056 
2057 

2058 

2059 

2060 

206 1 

2062 
2063 
2064 
2065 
2066 

2067 

2068 

2069 

2070 

2071 

2072 

2073 

2074 

2075 

Q. 

A. 

ICC Docket No. 03-0239 
SBC Illinois Ex. 10.0 (Pellerin), p. 90 

HOW SHOULD THE COMMISSION RULE ON ISSUE 4B? 

AT&T’s language requiring SBC Illinois to bear the cost to terminate calls to AT&T that 

do not originate with SBC Illinois’ end users is in direct conflict with the precepts of 

intercarrier compensation as set forth in the Act and FCC rules. Accordingly, AT&T’s 

language should be rejected. 

INTERCONNECTION ISSUES (2) 

ISSUE 2: Does AT&T Have The Right To Use UNEs For The Purpose Of Network 
Interconnection On AT&T’s Side Of The POI? 

(Interconnection Section 3.3.2) 

Q. 
A. 

Q. 
A. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THIS ISSUE. 

To understand this issue, the Commission should look first to the language in dispute. 

Language in bold underline type is AT&T’s language that SBC Illinois disputes. 

3.3.2 AT&T may obtain facility capacity for network 
interconnection trunking: (i) from SBC-Illinois under its access 
tariff, lii) from SBC-Illinois under Article 9 of the Agreement, 
(iii) from AT&T’s own facility inventory, or (iv) from an 
alternative access vendor. 

The only dispute with this issue concerns rates for AT&T to lease transport 

facilities from SBC Illinois on AT&T’s side of the Point of Interconnection (“POI”). 

SBC Illinois proposes in Section 3.3.2 that when AT&T leases transport facilities from 

SBC Illinois, it should be at rates found in the applicable access tariff. AT&T proposes 

that when it leases such facilities, it may do so at UNE-based rates under Article 9. 

WHAT IS THE BASIS FOR SBC ILLINOIS’ POSITION? 

AT&T’s request to obtain a UNE on AT&T’s side of the POI is not appropriate under 

FCC rules. It is AT&T’s responsibility to interconnect with SBC Illinois using any of the 

methods outlined in  S ection 3.3, (e.g., A T&T facilities, third-party carrier facilities o r  
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SBC Illinois access services), and while SBC Illinois will lease facilities to AT&T under 

its access tariff, it is not obligated to do so, as AT&T is demanding, at UNE rates. 

2076 

2077 

2078 Q. AT&T C LAIMS T HAT T HE F CC H AS RULED THAT S BC I LLINOIS M UST 
2079 PROVIDE INTEROFFICE TRANSMISSION FACILITIES ON AN UNBUNDLED 
2080 BASIS. HOW DO YOU RESPOND? 

2081 A. AT&T is correct when it states that an ILEC must provide interoffice transmission 

2082 facilities on an unbundled basis to requesting carriers, and SBC Illinois does so under 

2083 Schedule 9.2.7 of this agreement. However, what AT&T is asking for is not interoffice 

2084 transmission facilities, rather AT&T wants to purchase transport facilities on AT&T’s 

2085 side of the POI as a TJNE to transport its own traffic to SBC. SBC Illinois is willing to 

2086 lease transport facilities to AT&T to build its network to transport its own traffic to SBC 

2087 Illinois under its access tariff, as the Parties have already agreed upon under 

2088 Sections 3.3.6 and 3.5.1. SBC Illinois is not obligated to offer transport facilities on 

2089 AT&T’s side of the POI at UNE rates. 

2090 Q. ARE YOU AWARE OF A RECENT CHANGE IN FCC RULES THAT 
2091 SUPPORTS SBC ILLINOIS’ POSITION? 

2092 A. 

2093 

2094 

Yes. The FCC recently addressed this issue in its Triennial Review Order, as discussed 

in their Press Release dated February 20, 2003 that I have attached to my testimony as 

Schedule PHP-1. In the Press Release. the FCC states that its Triennial Review Order 

2095 

2096 

2097 

2098 

2099 

redefines dedicated transport to make clear that it is not available for interconnection 

between CLEC and ILEC switches: “The Commission redefines dedicated transport to 

include only those transmission facilities connecting incumbent LEC switches or wire 

centers.” AT&T is requesting that it be permitted to use unbundled dedicated transport to 

interconnect its switch with that of SBC Illinois, which is inconsistent with the FCC’s 
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2100 Triennial Review Order as described in the Press Release. Any question about SBC 

2101 Illinois’ obligation to permit AT&T to utilize unbundled dedicated transport for 

2102 interconnection with its switch has been resolved in SBC Illinois’ favor. This 

I 

2103 

2104 rules that AT&T cites. 

interconnection agreement should be based on these updated rules - not the outmoded 

2105 Q. MUST AT&T LEASE TRANSPORT FROM SBC ILLINOIS FOR 
2106 INTERCONNECTION? 

2107 A. No, and AT&T clearly recognizes this. AT&T has agreed in Section 3.5.1 that SBC 

2108 Illinois will lease facilities to AT&T for interconnection from its access tariff, and agrees 

2109 in the undisputed portion of Section 3.3.2 that it may avail itself of SBC Illinois’ access 

2110 tariff. If AT&T is dissatisfied with SBC Illinois’ tariffed access rates for network 

2111 interconnection facilities, it has the option to utilize its own facilities or lease from 

21 12 another carrier. In fact, there a number of other providers of special access service in 

21 13 Illinois, particularly in  the m etropolitan areas, e.g., M CIm, X 0 Communications, Inc., 

21 14 Nextlink Communications, Inc., and Allegiance Telecom, Inc. AT&T is not restricted to 

2115 using leased facilities fkom SBC Illinois. 

21 16 Q. 

21 17 A. 

21 18 

21 19 

2120 

2121 

2122 

HOW SHOULD THE COMMISSION RULE ON THIS ISSUE? 

SBC Illinois is not required to lease facilities on AT&T’s side of the POI at UNE prices. 

The FCC’s Triennial Review Order, as set forth in its Press Release, narrows the 

definition of unbundled interoffice transmission facilities and removes any possible doubt 

on this matter. AT&T’s language in Section 3.3.2 that would permit it to use unbundled 

transmission facilities on its side of the POI for interconnection with SBC Illinois should 

be rejected out of hand. 
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2123 PRICING ISSUES (4) 

2124 ISSUE4: 
2125 ULS-ST? 

What Is The Proper Rate For Reciprocal Compensation Associated With 

2126 

2127 Q. 

2128 A. 

2129 

2130 

2131 

2132 

2133 

2134 

Pricing Schedule 485-486 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THIS ISSUE. 

This is essentially the same issue as presented for Intercanier Compensation Issue 1 

regarding Section 21.1.1, but with respect to pricing. Rather than reiterating the same 

arguments here, I would direct the Commission to my testimony for Intercarrier 

Compensation Issue 1. A finding in SBC Illinois’ favor would result in the deletion of 

AT&T’s proposed rate on Line 485 of the Pricing Schedule and the related note on 

Line 486. 
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Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY? 

A. Yes. 
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STATE OF ILLXNOIS 
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

AT&T Communications of Illinois, he. 
TCG Illinois and TCG Chicago 

Petltlon for Arbftration of Interconnection Rntes, 
Terms and Conditions and Related Arrangements 
With Illinois Bell Telephone Company d/b/a 
SBC Illinols Pursuant to Section 252@) 
of  the Telecommunications Act of 1996 
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VERIFICATION 

Patricia H. Pelle&, being first duly sworn on oath, deposes and states the following 

1. 

2. 

I am the Associate Director - Wholesale Marketing for SBC. 

The facts set forth and statements made in my foregoing Direct and Rebuttal 

Testimony are true and currect to the best of my knowledge, information and belief. 

3. Further affiant saith not. 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
COUNTY OF NEW LONDON 

Subscribed and sworn to 
before me, this 16th day of 
June 2003 

. .  do- . .  
N&uy Public 

W R l l  A THOMPSOM 
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ATTACHMENT TO TRIENNIAL REVIEW PRESS RELEASE 

Order on Remand 

o Local Circuit Switching - The Commission finds that switching - a key UNE-P element - 
for business customers served by high-capacity loops such as DS-1 will no longer be 
unbundled based on a presumptive finding of no impairment. Under this framework, 
states will have 90 days to rebut the national finding. For mass market customers, the 
Commission sets out specific criteria that states shall apply to determine, on a granular 
basis, whether economic and operational impairment exists in a particular market. State 
Commissions must complete such proceedings (including the approval of an incumbent 
LEC batch hot cut process) within 9 months. Upon a state finding of impairment, the 
Commission sets forth a 3 year period for carriers to transition off of UNE-P. 

o Packet Switching - Incumbent LECs are not required to unbundle packet switching, 
including routers and DSLAMs, as a stand-alone network element. The order eliminates 
the current limited requirement for unbundling of packet switching. 

o Signaling Networks - Incumbent LECs are only required to offer unbundled access to 
their signaling network when a carrier is purchasing unbundled switching. The signaling 
network element, when available, includes, but is not limited to, signaling links and 
signaling transfer points. 

o Call-Related Databases - When a requesting camer purchases unbundled access to the 
incumbent LEC’s switching, the incumbent LEC must also offer unbundled access to 
their call-related databases. When a carrier utilizes its own switches, with the exception 
of 91 1 and E91 1 databases, incumbent LECs are not required to offer unbundled access to 
call-related databases, including, but not limited to, the Line Information database 
(LIDB), Toll Free Calling database, Number Portability database, Calling Name (CNAM) 
database, Operator ServicesiDirectory Assistance databases, and the Advanced Intelligent 
Network (Am) database. 

o OSS Functions - Incumbent LECs must offer unbundled access to their operations 
support systems for qualifying services. OSS consists of pre-ordering, ordering, 
provisioning, maintenance and repair, and billing functions supported by an incumbent 
LEC’s databases and information. The OSS element also includes access to all loop 
qualification information contained in any of the incumbent LEC’s databases or other 
records. 

0 Loops 

Mass Market Loops 

* Copper Loops - Incumbent LECs must continue to provide unbundled access to 
copper loops and copper subloops. Incumbent LECs may not retire any copper 
loops or subloops without first receiving approval from the relevant state 
commission. 
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* Line Sharing - The high frequency portion of the loop (HFPL) is not an 
unbundled network element. Although the Order finds general impairment in 
providing broadband services without access to local loops, access to the entire 
stand-alone copper loop is sufficient to overcome impairment. During a three- 
year period, competitive LECs must transition their existing customer base served 
via the HFPL to new arrangements. New customers may be acquired only during 
the first year of this transition. In addition, during each year of the transition, the 
price for the high-frequency portion of the loop will increase incrementally 
towards the cost of a loop in the relevant market. 

Hybrid Loops -There are no unbundling requirements for the packet-switching 
features, functions, and capabilities of incumbent LEC loops. Thus, incumbent 
LECs will not have to provide unbundled access to a transmission path over 
hybrid loops utilizing the packet-switching capabilities of their DLC systems in 
remote terminals. Incumbent LECs must provide, however, unbundled access to a 
voice-grade equivalent channel and high capacity loops utilizing TDM 
technology, such as DSls and DS3s. 

Fiber-to-the-Home (FTTH) h o p s  -There is no unbundling requirement for new 
builagreenfield FTTH loops for both broadband and narrowband services. There 
is no unbundling requirement for overbuildhrownfield FTTH loops for broadband 
services, Incumbent LECs must continue to provide access to a transmission path 
suitable for providing narrowband service if the copper loop is retired. 

* 

* 

Enterprise Market h o p s  

* The Commission makes a national finding of no impairment for OCn capacity 
loops. 

* The Commission makes a national finding of impairment for DS 1, DS3, and dark 
fiber loops, except where triggers are met as applied in state proceedings. States 
can remove DS1, DS3, and dark fiber loops based on a customer location-specific 
analysis applying a wholesale competitive alternatives trigger. 

Dark fiber and DS3 loops also each are subject to a customer location-specific 
review by the states to identify where loop facilities have been self-deployed. 

* 

o Subloops 

* See the copper loops summary above. In addition, incumbent LECs must offer 
unbundled access to subloops necessary for access to wiring at or near a multiunit 
customer premises, including the Inside Wire Subloop, regardless of the capacity 
level or type of loop the requesting carrier will provision to its customer. 
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o Network Interface Devices (NID) - Incumbent LECs must offer unbundled access to the 

NID, which is defined as any means of interconnecting the incumbent LEC’s loop 
distribution plant to the wiring at the customer premises. 

o Dedicated Interoffice Transmission Facilities - The Commission redefines dedicated 
transport to include only those transmission facilities connecting incumbent LEC 
switches or wire centers. 

* The Commission finds that requesting camers are not impaired without access to 
unbundled OCn level transport. 

The Commission finds that requesting carriers are impaired without access to dark 
fiber, DS3, and DS1 transport, except where wholesale facilities triggers are met 
as applied in state proceedings using route-specific review. 

Dark fiber and DS3 transport also each are subject to a granular route-specific 
review by the states to identify where transport facilities have been self-deployed. 

* 

* 

o Shared Transport - Incumbent LECs are required to provide shared transport to the extent 
that they are required to provide unbundled local circuit switching 

o Combinations of Network Elements - Competitive LECs may order new combinations of 
UNEs, including the loop-transport combination (enhanced extended link, or EEL), to the 
extent that the requested network element is unbundled. 

o Commingling - Competitive LECs are permitted to commingle UNEs and UNE 
combinations with other wholesale services, such as tariffed interstate special access 
services. 

o Service Eligibility - Service eligibility criteria apply to all requests for newly-provisioned 
high-capacity EELs and for all requests to convert existing circuits of combinations of 
high-capacity special access channel termination and transport services. These criteria 
include architectural safeguards to prevent gaming. 

Certification -Each carrier must certify in writing to the incumbent LEC that it 
satisfies the qualifying service eligibility criteria for each high-capacity EEL circuit 

Auditing - Incumbent LECs may obtain and pay for an independent auditor to audit 
compliance with the qualifying service eligibility criteria for high-capacity EELs. The 
incumbent LEC may not initiate more than one audit annually. 

o Modification of Existing NetworWNo Facilities” Issues - Incumbent LECs are required 
to make routine network modifications to UNEs used by requesting carriers where the 
requested facility has already been constructed. These routine modifications include 
deploying mutliplexers to existing loop facilities and undertaking the other activities that 
incumbent LECs make for their own retail customers. The Commission also requires 
incumbent LECs to condition loops for the provision of xDSL services. The Commission 
does not require incumbent LECs to trench new cable or otherwise to construct 
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transmission facilities so that requesting carriers can access them as UNEs at cost-based 
rates, but it clarifies that the incumbent LEC’s unbundling obligation includes all 
transmission facilities deployed in its network. 

o Section 271 Issues - The requirements of section 271(c)(2)(B) establish an independent 
obligation for BOCs to provide access to loops, switching, transport, and signaling, under 
checklist items 4-6 and 10, regardless of any unbundling analysis under section 251. 
Where a checklist item is no longer subject to section 251 unbundling, section 252(d)( 1) 
does not operate as the pricing standard. Rather, the pricing of such items is governed by 
the “just and reasonable” standard established under sections 201 and 202 of the Act. 

o Clarification of TELRIC Rules - The order clarifies two key components of its TELRIC 
pricing rules to ensure that UNE prices send appropriate economic signals to incumbent 
LECs and competitive LECs. First, the order clarifies that the risk-adjusted cost of 
capital used in calculating UNE prices should reflect the risks associated with a 
competitive market. The order also reiterates the Commission’s finding from the Local 
Competition Order that the cost of capital may be different for different UNEs. Second, 
the Order declines to mandate the use of any particular set of asset lives for depreciation, 
but clarifies that the use of an accelerated depreciation mechanism may present a more 
accurate method of calculating economic depreciation. 

o Fresh Look - The Commission will retain its prior determination that it will not permit 
competitive LECs to avoid any liability under contractual early termination clauses in the 
event that it converts a UNE to a special access circuit. 

o Transition Period - The Commission will not intervene in the contract modification 
process to establish a specific transition period for each of the rules established in this 
Order. Instead, as contemplated in the Act, individual carriers will have the opportunity 
to negotiate specific terms and conditions necessary to translate the Commission’s rules 
into the commercial environment, and to resolve disputes over any new contract language 
arising from differing interpretations of the Commission’s d e s .  

o Periodic Review of National Unbundling Rules - The Commission will evaluate these 
rules consistent with the biennial review mechanism established in section 11 of the Act. 
These reviews, however, will not be performed de novo but according to the standards of 
the biennial review process. 

Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 

0 The Commission opens a further notice of proposed rulemaking to seek comment on 
whether to modify the Commission’s interpretation of section 252(i) - the Commission’s 
so-called pick-and-choose rule. The Commission tentatively concludes that a modified 
approach would better serve the goals embodied in section 252(i), and sections 251-252 
generally, by promoting more meaningful commercial negotiations between incumbent 
LECs and competitive LECs. 
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Re: &xrirech Jllinois Advice Nos, IL-02.1262 and IL-0?-1402 

Dear Ms. Caton: 
.. L .  

AT&T Communications of I h o i s .  In;. '?.4T&T') hereby submils in letrcr of 
ohjccuon objecting ta senah of the language. nres. terms and cnnditions includcd in the 
tariff filed by Ameriiech 11:inois on Augusi 21.2002 as Advice No. IL-02-1212 (and 
amended on Aupst  27.2002 by hdvice Nu. IL-02-1402). According IO the cover lctlers 
attached to hcsc filings. heritech.conynds ihat thc purposc of rhe filing i s  "IO 
implement revisions 10 iu UNE Shared Transpon offeriau in compliancc with the 
Commission's July IO. 200' Ordcr in Docket No. 00-0700.'' .%mrritechs rariff fiing is 
deficient and noa-compliant with the Commission's final Ordcr in ICC Docket No. OfJ- 
0700 in Sevcrai respect:, as mplakcd below AT&T recommends tha: :he Commitision 
initiate a procceding IO investiga:~ Amerirech's rariff filing and that the Comksion  " 

require in its order initiatinc the invesrigarion thnt rhcre be il K ~ L E - U ~  orthe difkence 
between all amounts &c CLECs acrually pay purSu8ni to Advice No. It-02.1262 and the 
amounts thc Commission ulrimarely dttermincs the CLkCs should have paid between L?C 
cffecrive dare of rhe tariff and rht date the Commission issucs irs final orde; io the 
compliance inwstiption. 

A. Rutes T h i  Have  Lkcn fifirsn/culalerl 

7hc fin1 category of compliance issues concern raws that were clrarlp impacted 
by tht Commission's final Order in ICC Docket No. 00-0700 but which arc diffcrcnr 
from what AT&TIWorldCom witness Dr. .\&urn ci!cul~tes the rates should he by 

I 
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applying the findings a?d conclusions ofrhe final Order.' For cxmp!e, n Pan 19. 
Section 3,5" Revised Sheet No. 40. Amentech's proposed rate for a Basic Line Pon (pcr 
port) and Ground Stan Linc Port (per pon) is $2.1 8. Bascd on AT&TNorldCcrn's 
calculations uslng the Order's conclusions. tha: m e  should be S2.11 - seven cem lower 

thc rax Ameritech proposes. 

At Part 19, Section 21.3rd Rwiscd Shcct No. 45. Amzritcch has calculated a 
ULS-ST Blended T-ransport Usage race of ~0.000415. Accordhg to AT&.T's caIculations 
based upon the Commission's Ordn in ICC Dockc! No. 00-0700. [he rate should be 
60,000386. Similarly, the rate far ULS-ST Common Transpon Usage should be 
S0.000287 rarher than &e S0.000304 rate tiled by Amcritech. 

B. Revued Role Elcrnents Unsupporled By The Record 

Also appearing in the tariff are changes to rare elcmenrs thar do not appear to be 
supported by !he record evidence in ICC D a c h  No. 00-0700. For example. appearing 
on SIh Revised Shcct No. 40 of Pan 19, Senion 5 are rate elements chat Ameriirech has 
revised allegedly to irnplemenr the Ordtr in ICC Docket No. 00-0700, yet thcse rate 
elenicnrs do not appear anywhere in {he evidentiary record as rate elements that would bc 
afkred by the cost studies at kkw in IGC Docket No. 00-0700. Without more 
information. ir is impossible for AT&T to determine wherhn a chvlge to rhis tatc is 
approprim and. if it is. what h e  sppropriare rrtc should be. Those race elernenls and 
rata are: 

Basic COPTS Porr (pcr portj -. 54.37' 
COPTS-Coin Line Pon [per pon) -- $4.37 
ISDN Direc: Pon (rer pon) _ _  56.1 I 
Ccntrcx Basic Line Pon: (per pon) - S2. I8 
Cmtr: ISDN Line Porr (per pon) - S6. I I 
Centrcx EKL Linc Pon [per por )  -- $4.92 
cenucx Anendant Console Line Pon 

[per pon) -- S5.75 

' A T ~ T  has anempicd IO abtm horn Amcriicch t.5~ tost runsIcdcuIaiiow Amcriiech mads based on ihe 
finding and conclusions conurned in thc final O r d n  in an ef lon io amicrblv IL?IOIVL ilnr d#fftrmces 

I~ Irgnrdtn: w h s  r x c  m e  Conlmtrrion adopud. Thc niodelr havc no: yet  hccn rcecivcd. although pro:wss 
!owird that end ix bciny ma&. 
' whilc Ameritech proposes a rare of U.37 for rhc B x i c  COPTS Pon and the C0PTS.Com Lint PoR. 
footnote I nn 5"' Revised Shcrr No. 40 indrcatcr that rhis rarc should bc $1.18 fnrtwd. Thr makes nu 
sense. 

n 
d 
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C, Switching Rates That Were Not Revbed Bul Should Have B r a  To Comply 
Wifh the Commusion 's Order 

heritcch's '.compliance" filing was also revised to insert some of the veT same 
swirching rates. listed below, that Ameritech proposed in the record. The Cornmassion's 
Order in ICC Docke: KO. 00-0700 did not adopt AmeriLech's switching proposab, 
however. Rather, it adopted Dr. A n k u m ' S  assumptions and conclusions. The following 
rates w e n  proposcdby heritech in the record and were simply copicd into the 
"compliance" filing. These switching rates, however. suffer from many (if not all) of rhe 
same infirmities as Ammitech's proposed rates for Basic Line Pon and Ground Sm Line 
Port, which Ameritech h a  adminedly reduced'based on the Commission's Order. Thus. 
these rates should be modified consistent withihe Commission's Order in ICC Docket 
No. 00-0700:' 

ISDN-Direct Pori @Q tclcphonr number) 

DID Trunk Port (per telephone number) 

-- 

- DID Trunk Port (per port) 

ISDN Prime T d  Port (per pon) 

Digital Tmnking Trcnk Port (per pon) 
ULS Trunk Pon @erDSl pon) 

_- 
- 

per telephone number _- 
_- _ _  

Ameritech Cross Connection Service 
Subsequent Training, 

ULS Billing Esrablishmeiit Charge 
per Compsny person. per hour 

per carrier, per switch 

S .06 
Z 20.65 
I .06 
$158.57 
S .06 
5145.58 
5145.56 

S 82.10 

5136.76' 

3 
These r m r  a p p w  in .€xhibil IR Tab 3 and/or Eihibic 3A. Tab 2 to the rebunal resimony of Arncrituch 

wirnur Mr. Palmcr in ICC Dockst No. 0o.O~ao. There mts lis0 appwr in S C Y C ~ I  piaca Khr0u:hOUt ihe 
tariffamchcdta AdviceNo. lLO2-1262. 
' An initial rare of 5138.12 \vu c n a b l i s k d  in ICC Docker Nor. 96.M8W0569 by laking rhc roul ULS 
billinp e,tablishmenr coirs and dividinp ihcrnral rn.7 hv thr nrqnhpr d ~urh-h..c s n  3 ~ ; ~ .  .I 3 an. 

1 
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D. ProposedRcwisionr Xnciudedln Thrc Record That Tlic Commission’s Order Did 
No1 A Aopl 

There xt several fate elements that Arneritcch proposes to revise. but is 
proposed revisions WM not adopted by the Commission’s Orcer. Thus. these mtc 
revisions arc inappropriate and should be rejecrcd: 

Ccctrex Sys:cm Features 

Ccntrcx System features change or 
rearranSement. per fcamrc, prr occasion 

Ccntrex System fearore activation, 
instcll and remove 

per fearure. pcr occasion - 5289.22 
Ccntrex Sysxm fcature activauon, 

install only. per fixture, per occasion - S21g.52 

per Common Block -* 5378.58 

S 68.93 

- 
E. Provisinnr T h r  Wcrr Impproprinlely Efimiirnrerd And Which t h e  Cammission 

beclinril To Address 

Amerirr.ch has a!so insppiopriarclymnoved the ULS-ST Reciprocal 
Compensatior. Swir-hin: Fate previvdy defined at PM 19, Section 2 1 ,  hLh Revised 
Sheet No. ;7 3r.d previously included 3s a rare elemant ai Part 19. Section 21, 1” Revised 
Sheet So. 45.  Arncritech’s cutsently effective tariff- which is cffective until Seprcmkr 
21.2002 -- conains a VLS-ST Reciprocal Compensation rare of 50.001 100. During thc 
proceeding. Arr.erircck. made a reciprocd compcruarion nroposnl urging thc Commission 
10 adopr reciprocal compcnaarion proviriors requiring Awritech IO pay IO Lnninaunp 
CLECs the same p e  n:inxe charges that CLECs w u l d  pay to Amerirech when 
Amrritech mrr.in?tts a ULS-ST call on its nerwork. X-JC Cammission agreed with 
AT&T/WorldConi witness D:. Ankum bar: 

issues ofrcciprocal cornpensanor. art berrtr addressed e!srwherc. Spccfically. 
Dr. Ankrn su:gesu, and we agree. that reciprocal cvmprnsation dccisions. 
require cxrensive COS studits. that are not presmr in this lockn. Faced with a 
deanh oicuidmce on this issuc. wc dcciim to reach n decision on ihr issur a\ his  
time. 

Order 31 pp. 22-23. Thus. the Commission’s Ordcr c o d ?  llot be clearer: without the cos; 
s!udics and additional record evidence on reciprocal cornpensxion. we make no dccirion 

- Sc: Palmer Reb~mal in ICC Docket NO. 00-0700. axhibi t  ! R  Tab: 
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either way on issues of reciprocal cornpenration and, consequrntly, order no changes 
whafsoevcr 10 rhc exining rcciprocal compensation regime inrludcd Arneritech's 
currently existing wiff AS such. Ameritcch's revision/removal of the ULS-ST 
Reciprocal Cornpensarion m e  elemenr from its LCS-ST laiff was wholly inappropriate 
and violates Section 13-406 of the Illinois Public Utilirirs Ac1, which requires 
Commission rpprovd of rhe withdrawal of a noncompetitive scnice. 

h'ot cnly did Amcritech inapproprimly eliminare the ELS-ST Reciprocal 
Compensation rate element lrom its ULS-ST miff, buf also actually substituted o 
dyercnr reciprocal compensation rare in its place. in blaranf and direct violarion of the 
Commission's very Clem dirccfives. Specifically, n! Pan 19, Section 21, Sqh Rcviscd 
Sheet No. 2. Amexircch hu added an additional sentencc to in ULS-ST uriff csrablishing 
a higher rccipracal cornpensstion rare (Le,, highn than the preexisting rate of 50.001 100 
per minute of use) for local traffic that a CLEC puxhasing ULS-ST must pay when it 
terminares a call to Amerirech. Specifically. the  offading !anpage states: 'In the event 
r h t  C a ~ e r  has not established a compensation arrangement with the Company, the 
Compmy Will  chuge the Carrim Commis&n approved tariff rate for end oftice 
termination iound in ILL. C.C. Yo. 20. Pen 23, Sccrion 2 for traffic terminated by the 
Company from tha: Carrier." ' 3 2  bonom line is that the effcct of this provision is to 
increase the rcciprocnl cornpensarion rau rhe CLECs have been payin: a11 along from 
SO.001 100 Lo 50.003746, despite 1k.e fact that the Commission de-lined to make any 
findinp -and/or codusions on reciprocil compcnsarion issues riven lhc lack of cos  
studies and record evidence and given rhc complexiry of the issues. Thc offending 
revisions should be eliminated and the original Ianngwgr and rate: reinsured consistent 
with the Commission's Order. 

F. Miscellaileous 

On rhe Pan 19, Secrion 15 tariff sheets addressing the Prokirion ol'Combirutionr 
of Network Elements. the S20.2 1 line connection charge is ar. ir.tairn rate clcrnent and 
rote. to which both Ameritech footnote 1 and .bierirech footnote 2 are epplicablo. Thus, 
the 520.21 line conncaion charges appearing in Part 19. Smion 15. I"  Revised Sheet 
Nos. 12. 13. 14. 1 5  and 16 shoLld be revised to reflect that footnotes / I /  and l2 /  are hoth 
applicable. 

The second paragraph on Pan 19. Srcrion 5 .  jIa Revised Shrei No. 1. h e  last 
parayaph on Pert 19. Sec1ion 15.6'" Rcviscd Sheet No. 3 and :he last peragraph of Pan 
19. Section 21. 4"' Revis:d Sbtct No. 1.2 indica!c ilut Ancritech is filing its tariff 
revisions m d c r  compuision of the Illinois Commerce Comnlission and reserves all rights 
and remrdics i t  may have re1at:ng to possible chellengcs io rhc Ordcr in ICC Docket No. 
00-0700 and h e  tz.ri!i revisions. This reservation a i  rigirs parapraph adds nothing 
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submnuvc to rne taiff and is not necessary in order for Ameritcch IO reserve its righrs 
and nmcdirs. 11 should be rcrnovcd. 

A\ Par 19, Section 3. Znd Revtscd Sheet XO. 6, Amentech e!iminares &e abiliiy of 
a CLEC IO use line clars coda in conjunction wihrhe punhare of LTLS-ST fur the 
custom routing of Operaior Seniccs ("OS? and Directory hsirtance ("DA") mffic. 
AT&T recommends rhsr an explanation be provided as to how the Commission's Order 
supports this acrion. Similarly, support shouId be providcd for the requircmecrhr all 
end usas utilize the s m c  curom route for a11 OS ttaffic or all D.4 calls (Pan 19. Section 
j, Original Sheet KO. 7.1), UJ. the requirement that providing OS and D.4 over different 
:mnk groups will result in thc applicition of two separate "Kcw Custom Routinp o f  OS 
and/or DA traffic via Alh' wing ULS-ST. per route, per switch" charges (Pan 19. Section 
2.  1"Reviscd Sheet No. 36). 

In sum, AT&i rcspcnfully rtqucstr that the Commission initiate a procccding ro 
investigate Amcrircch's tariff 5liag. xithou1 suspmsion, aad that the Commission require 
in its orda initiating the investigation 1ha1 the& be a tm-up of thc diffcrencc between dl 
amounts the CLECs ac tu l ly  pzy pursuant to Advice No. IL-01-!262 and The amounts the 
Commission ultimody ce-ncs the CLCCr should have paid. This rrue-up should be 
cdculared beruen  :he eficcrjve dare ofrhe lariff and rhe d m  thc Commission issuu its 
5nal urdcr in thc compliance inverrigation. 

T 

Very rmly yours, 

kD-&k5h,:L &&fii 
Chcryl Urhsnski Hami!l 

CLUfmp 

cc: Chairman Kcvin K. WriEht 
Commissioner Ruth Kretschincr 
Cumrniaioncr Tcrry S. Hmi!: 
Ccmmis6ioner Edward C. Hurlcy 
Cornmissionm Mary Frances Squires 
MI. Torn &idas 
Mr. Torsren Clauscn 
Mr. J o b  IScner 
Mr. Jeff Hoagg 
M s  Julie Musselrnm 
Mr. Parrick Phipps 
Mr. Doug Price 


